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Introduction

This is the report from the Iu SWG meeting held on August 20th – 21th 2002 during TSG RAN WG3 meeting #31 in Arlanda, Sweden (August 19th – 23rd 2002). The meeting was chaired and the report prepared by the Iu SWG chairman Alexander Vesely of Siemens. The report is structured according to the meeting agenda. The order does not necessarily correspond to the order the items were handled.

Iu-0
Agenda

R3-021822  “ Agenda, Iu SWG at RAN WG3 # 31” 
Decision: agreed

Iu-1
TREATMENT OF INCOMING LSs

R3-021810 LS in “LS on SIP Signalling requirements for IMS Release 5 Support (R2-021741)” (RAN2)  
Decision: will be treated under Iu-4.2
R3-021829 LS in “Response to Liaison Statement on Support of IPv6 on Iu (S2-022003)” (SA2) will be treated under Iu-4.2
Decision: will be treated under Iu-4.2
R3-021995 LS in “LS on Restricting the RANAP cause value to 1..255 (N4-021070)” (CN4)
Decision: there are CRs available to introduce the requested restriction (see R3-022002 ff in Iu-2.3 from Alcatel)

R3-021996  LS in “Reply LS to R3-021620 on Request for clarification related to raised questions regarding “Exchange of addresses on Iu-CS using IP Transport Option in Release 5” (N4-021071)” (CN4) 

Decision: will be treated under Iu-4.1
R3-021997  LS in “LS on Lack of IP “Modify Bearer” procedure (N4-021090)” (CN4)
Decision: will be treated under Iu-4.1
Iu-2
CORRECTIONS FOR R99 (INCLUDING ‘MIRROR CRs’ FOR REL4 and REL5 Spec’s) 

Iu-2.1
R99, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

in prinicple agreed CRs

R3-021834 (R3-021835, R3-021836) CR040 (041, 042) “Inclusion of RANAP message in RNC initiated SCCP Connection Request” 

Decision: The CRs were approved as proposed. 

Iu-2.2
R99, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

in prinicple agreed CRs

R3-021840 (R3-021841, R3-021842) CR112 (113, 114) “Guaranteed bit rate in the Iu User Plane” 

Decision: The CRs were approved as proposed. 

Iu-2.3
R99, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)

R3-021877 (R3-021878, R3-021879) CR482 (483, 484) “Handling of security at relocation” bas presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Discussion: 

In section 8.7.2

-
the first proposed addition, specifying to check the alternative proposed in the Reloc.Requ message and the transparent container were felt to be rather implementation specific. It was indicated that smart implementations will continue the call in case of discrepancies.

-
to re-introduce the already performed change of CR438(R99) for the Security Mode Control procdure in the sense theat “the two domains must have at least one alternative in common” 

-
in the 2nd proposed paragraph: the 2nd sentence shall be split at the comma and 2nd mentioned IE in the last sentence shall is the Encryption Information IE.

-
the 2nd proposed sentence in the 3rd proposed paragraph shall start with “The integrity protection key that is...” and skip “to cipher signalling data” at the end.

In section 8.7.4 only the 2nd introduced paragraph will be kept, in 9.2.1.28 the sematics in for the keys and algorithm IEs shall be removed, insert ‘transparent’ to all occasions of  “Source RNC-to-Target RNC container” IE, the definition of ‘ciphering/integrity protection alternative’ should be inserted in the definition section, the CR numbers for the Rel-4/5 CR are not included in the reference box.

Decision: approved with modifications. Revisions will be in R3-022054 (R3-022055, R3-022056)

R3-022054 (R3-022055, R3-022056) CR482r1 (483r1, 484r1) “Handling of security at relocation was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel. These are revisions of R3-021877 (R3-021878, R3-021879)

Discussion: The included definition will be split into one for ciphering and one for integrity protection, ‘respectively’ shall not be abbreviated, in section 8.7.2 the sentence indicated to be split is still not divided, the last part of the 2nd added paragraph in 8.7.2 shall read “... shall never be considered for ciphering of signalling data”, the 4th added paragraph in 8.7.2 shall read “In case of inter-system relocation, the integrity protection and ciphering information to be considered shall be the ones received in the Integrity Protection Information IE and Encryption Information IE  from the RELOCATION REQUEST messages over the Iu interface”, in 8.7.5 the added paragraphs now read to

“When both the CS and PS user data Chosen Encryption Algorithm IE are received within the Source RNC-to-Target RNC transparent container IE and if these two received Chosen Encryption Algorithm IE are not the same, the target RNC shall fail the Relocation Resource Allocation procedure by sending back the RELOCATION FAILURE message.

The integrity protection (ciphering respectively) alternatives provided in the Integrity Protection Information IE (Encryption Information IE respectively) of the RELOCATION REQUEST messages received from both CN domains shall have at least one common alternative, otherwise the Relocation Resource Allocation shall be failed by sending back the RELOCATION FAILURE message.” 

Decision: approved as modified. A revision of the R99 CR was drafted (update of the coversheet) and will be in R3-022093. 
R3-022093 CR482r2 (R99) “Handling of security at relocation” (revision of R3-021877)
Decision: approved as proposed. The mirror CRs in R3-022094 and R3-022095 have not yet been reviewed by the IuSWG.

R3-021883 D “Discussion on inconsistency with RRC”  (Nortel)
Discussion: Anders clarified that the DCH-Id in the transparent container (on RANAP level) is meant to be an Iur/b bearer identity. This needs to be checked.

Remaining problem is that we specified recently that the transparent container shall be the same but no domain indicator is given in the RAB descriptor.

The corresponding CR introducing the TrCH mapping table is in CR088r7 (RAN3#12, R3-001582).

Decision: First the issue on RRC/Iurb level needs to be clarified, then the problem on RANAP level has to be solved. It was agreed that Philipp starts an e-mail discussion starting asap (target next RAN3 meeting).

R3-021908 (R3-021909, R3-021910) CR490 (491, 492) “SRNS relocation with integrity” (Alcatel)
Discussion: Olivier reported that RAN2 will not change specifications.

Decision: withdrawn.

R3-021928 D “Codec change during SRNS relocation” was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia.
Discussion:

Decision: noted

R3-021929 (R3-021930, R3-021931) CR493 (494, 495) “Codec change during relocation” was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia.

Discussion: 

In the coversheet, Reason for Change, the last sentence of the 1st paragraph shall stop after “indicated to the UE”, in the Summary of change, the 2nd sentence shall stop after “the target RNC shall pass it to the UE”.

In 8.7.2 the 2nd sentence shall be kept, as the CR introducing it (R3-001928) intended to avoid that e.g. the CN can establish a new RAB during relocation., however the wording should be updated. The but last paragraph shall stop after “the target RNC shall pass it to the UE”.

Decision: approved with modifications. revision will be in R3-022057 (R3-022058, R3-022059)

R3-022057 (R3-022058, R3-022059) CR493r1 (494r1, 495r1) “Codec change during relocation” was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia. These are revisions of R3-021929 (R3-021930, R3-021931)

Decision: The CRs were approved as proposed.

R3-022002 (R3-022003, R3-022004) CR507(508, 509) “Correction to RANAP cause value range” (Alcatel) 

Discussion: The content of the GTP CR from CN4 was clarified.

The comment in semantics shall be copied in the ASN.1 part, value range shall not be changed (neither in ASN.1 nor in the semantics), LS in R3-021955 to be referenced in the Reason for Change-box, CRs on GTP and RANAP should be linked, and, as CN4 indicated to introduce the changes from R99 onwards it was agreed on the CR from R99 onwards.

Decision: approved with modifications from Rel99 onwards. R3-022060 (R3-022061, R3-022062)
R3-022060 (R3-022061, R3-022062) CR507r1(508r1, 509r1) “Correction to RANAP cause value range” (Alcatel) 

Decision: The CRs were approved as proposed. Alex shall inform Ian Park (CN4 chair).

Iu-2.4
R99, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

Iu-2.5
R99, SABP (25.419)

R3-021943 D “Handling of long SABP message” (NEC)
Discussion: due to TCP functionality to ‘simply transport octects’ its up to the decoding entity to detect the end/begin of messages on the receiving side. On the sending side TCP will start sending when the in-buffer is full.

It was clarified that the issues addressed in the papers are completely up to implementations, as SABP should not specify the signalling transport but only the protocol.

Decision: It was decided not to include any change, clarification or note in the relevant specifications.

R3-022089 (R3-022090, R3-022091) CR104 (105, 106) “Correction to the ASN.1 Coding: Criticality Information is missing from "Interface Elementary Procedure List” was presented by Brendan McWilliams of Vodafone.
Discussion: The impact assessment shall read “This CR has isolated impact on the previous version of the specification (same release) because it changes the error handling of some procedures for implementations not aligned with the CR. The impact is considered isolated because it affects only class 1 EPs. This CR has impact under protocol and functional point of view.” , TS 25.419 should be referenced instead of SABP.

Decision: approved with modifications. No revisions yet seen.

Iu-3
CORRECTIONS FOR REL-4 ONLY (INCLUDING ‘MIRROR CRs’ FOR REL5 Spec’s)
Iu-3.1
Rel-4, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

Iu-3.2
Rel-4, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

Iu-3.3
Rel-4, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)

in prinicple agreed CRs

R3-021837 (R3-021838) CR480 (481) “Erroneous criticality in DATA VOLUME REPORT REQUEST a.o.” (Ericsson)

Decision: The CRs were approved as proposed.

others 
R3-021942 D “Clarification for RANAP” was presented by Chenghock of NEC.
Discussion: It was felt by the group that clarifications and corrections in the direction outlined in the paper would be worth to perform.

On chapter 4.2, Philippe stated, that this would cause an logical error and is therefore already covered in RANAP, 4.1 is most likely solved already as well.

Decision: Changes like the ones outlined in the paper were agreed to be possible from Rel-4 onwards, Nokia and NEC will take over the task to initiate an e-mail discussion and handle a list of open issues.

Iu-3.4
Rel-4, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

Iu-3.5
Rel-4, SABP (25.419)

Iu-4
Open Issues from Rel-5 WIs

Iu-4.1
IP UTRAN: Iu-cs UP Initialisation
R3-021996  LS in “Reply LS to R3-021620 on Request for clarification related to raised questions regarding “Exchange of addresses on Iu-CS using IP Transport Option in Release 5” (N4-021071)” (CN4)

R3-022015 D “IP bearer establishment in Rel5 Iu-CS & proposed answers to CN WG4” (Nokia)     

Discussion: Philippe proposed to include references to actual specification text when refering to Iu specifications.

It was the common understanding that for transparent mode the packet processing function in CN extracts the source address for sending DL packets as well, and that there is currently no specification text existing to prevent the CN from receiving IP packets from the RNC before the RAB ASSIGNMENT RESPONSE was received.

The LS back to CN 4 will be based on the draft answer proposed in this paper and drafted by Sami in R3-022063. 

Answer 1 and 2 ok.

Answer 3: As far as the IP bearer setup is concerned, the MGW needs to extract the IP source address and UDP port only from the first received IP packet (conveying the Iu-UP INIT frame). Since the sending entity use the same address and the UDP port they do not change after the RAB has been setup unless the RAB is modified later on by RANAP. No check of the source address in the packets received after ... needs to be standardised from our point of view (neither in a RAN3 nor CN4 specification. [Reference to a possibly agreed CR on 414].
Answer 4 is ok, however specifying the sending entity behaviour (w.r.t the dynamic payload type) would be beneficial in 25.414.

CN4’s statement on architectural principles should be replied by making reference to previous LSs (R3-021620) and the evaluation made in RAN3 during meeting#29.

Decision: The LS will be replied in R3-022063, the CR on 25.414 shall be attached to LS.

R3-022041 CR39r1 (against 25.414) “Necessary changes for the Iu UP support mode on Iu-cs for the IP transport option” was presented by Sami.

Discussion: The text added to the CR (compared to revision 0) shall read “The packet processing function in the RNC shall use the same source IP address / UDP port as is sent to CN in RANAP.” Modified text should be made visible with automatic revision marks.

Decision: approved as modified. revision 2 of the CR will be in R3-022064
R3-022064 CR39r2 (against 25.414) “Necessary changes for the Iu UP support mode on Iu-cs for the IP transport option” was presented by Sami. This is a revision of R3-022041.

Discussion: Martin commented that this CR could be linked to (pending ?) protocol implementation in 23.205 and 29.232.

Decision:
The affected specifications needs to be indicated in the resp. box. The revisions will be in R3-022096 which was not yet reviewed by the Iu SWG.

R3-021997  LS in “LS on Lack of IP “Modify Bearer” procedure (N4-021090)” (CN4)
Discussion: Philippe proposes to answer in the following way: “As we could not clearly understand the required functionality when IP is used on Iu-cs we would like to know what is the function which ALCAP signalling provides that allows to indicate that arriving PDUs transport the new or old payload within IuFP.”

Decision: LS back will be in R3-022065 and drafted by Philippe.

in prinicple agreed CR

R3-021839 CR039 (against 25.414)“Necessary changes for the Iu UP support mode on Iu-cs for the IP transport option” (Siemens)

Decision: withdrawn in favour of R3-022041

others 
Iu-4.2
others

- IP versions
R3-021829 LS in “Response to Liaison Statement on Support of IPv6 on Iu (S2-022003)” (SA2)
Discussion: 

referring to the changes performed in 23.060 (CR in S2-021315) the question arises why to spend IPv6 (IPv4) addresses when the network is only IPv4 (IPv6) only capable. maybe SA2(CN4) misunderstood our intention to have the possiblity (based on configuration) to provide two addresses in case of Relocation.

Drafting the answer: “RAN3 would like to know what is precisely the complex IPv4-IPv6 interworking issue SA2 wants to get rid of with IPv4 mandated in case of IP transport option. Is it on GTP-C, is it between RNCs on data forwarding, between RNC-SGSN ?

Is it based on the fact that one node must have both addresses ? maybe SA2(CN4) misunderstood our intention to have only the possiblity (i.e. not the mandate) to provide two addresses in case of Relocation. In the CR against 23.060 chapter 14.12.1 it seems that every RNC has now the mandate to have two IP addresses configured which will be a waste of addresses in case of deployment of pure IPv6 (or IPv4) networks.

With regards to the support of IPv4 in our current Rel-5 UTRAN specifications we would like to emphasise that the current standardisation situation is a result of a very long discussion and decision process.

For interworking purposes the current Rel-5 specs assume that the operators will select the IP version(s) supported on the Iu interface.”
Decision: Babul will draft the LS back to SA2 which will be in R3-022066. the LS should be cc’d to CN4.

R3-022008  CR 25.412 “IP version specification to avoid complex interworking issues” (Lucent)

R3-022009  CR 25.414 “IP version specification to avoid complex interworking issues” (Lucent)

Decision: both CRs postponed due to dependency with answer awaited from SA2.

- SIP Signalling RAB
R3-021810 LS in “LS on SIP Signalling requirements for IMS Release 5 Support (R2-021741)” (RAN2) 
Discussion: This LS was discussed with the related papers listed below.

R3-021978 D “QoS for SIP Signalling RAB” (Nortel)
Discussion: “... to guarantee a low delay but only over short periods of time” ? for streaming the delay is related to the GBR. interactive class doesn’t have continuous flow of data, but the requirement of SIP is to transfer packets with a certain delay constraint.

What is the difference to introducing GBR for interactive class ? Philippe answered that the burstiness of data is seen to be a different compared to the assumed continuous data stream of services characterised by a GBR.

Philippe reported discussions in RAN2 where it was seen as one possibility to map sip signalling to to the SRB.

Martin asked whether the prioritation whould be the essential parameter of a SIP signalling RAB as this is already introduced with the traffic handling priority. The setting of the THP should be done in an organised way, e.g. to assign the highest value for the THP to SIP signalling. 

Philippe: but how can the SGSN be aware of the fact that the RAB is for SIP signalling. Martin: this could be solved in CN/SA groups. From an Iu point of you the prioritation is already solved. 

D.Shen asked whether there is really a need to prioritise the SIP signalling higher than the user data ? where does this assumption come from ? -> In R2-020697 this is captured in requirement 3)a).

Brendan: what to do with user data (=SIP message) if the target delay cannot be met ? release the RB, discard the user data ? (congestion handling).

Additional input from RAN2 is missing ‘in which direction’ the additional QoS information should be given. -> formulate question to RAN2, maybe short talk in the adhoc with RAN2 this week. Alex’ task to draft the question, e.g.

“RAN2 received a LS from SA2 in R2-020697 (RAN2#28) describing requirements on a SIP signalling bearer. Discussions took place in RAN2 which resulted in an LS to RAN3 to discuss enhancements to the RAB parameters. 

However RAN3 is lacking additional information which aspects of the QoS attributes where felt to be not contained in the current implementation of the RAB parameters in RANAP and on which aspect of the QoS requirements the enhancement should concentrate.”

Decision: wait for input from RAN2 and SA2’s LS (reply to R3-021815 last meeting).

R3-021979 R “Report of email discussion about LS R3-021810 from S2 on SIP Signalling requirements for IMS Release 5 Support” (Nortel)
Discussion: There was already a different interpretation expressed by Anders that they do not assume that a new attribute is already approved, as this view was only shared by ‘several companies’ in RAN2 as the LS says.

Decision: noted.

Iu-5 
CORRECTIONS FOR REL-5 ONLY (no related RAN3-WI)  

Iu-5.1
Rel-5, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

Iu-5.2
Rel-5, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

Iu-5.3
Rel-5, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)

R3-021892 CR488 “CRRM Corrections” was presented by Brendan.

Discussion: The proposed additions shall start with “This information shall include, if available,  ...“.  In 8.6.2 the referenced IE in the modified paragraph is the Old BSS to New BSS Information IE

Decision: agreed with modifications, the revision in R3-022069 which was approved as proposed.

R3-021897 CR489 “Referring to the usage of an ALCAP in RANAP” (Siemens)
Discussion: As the decision (see reply to R3-021996) has been made that the RAB ASSIGNMENT RESPONSE message shall always include the address information, the proposed text will lack of information compared to current specification version.

Decision: discussion closed for now.

R3-021932 CR496 “LCS: new values for Cause IE” (Nokia)
Discussion: 29.010 CR071 was postponed last CN1 meeting and agreed to be applicable for Rel-5 only.

in 8.20.2 there seems to be a contradiction in the last paragraph. It was clarified that the CR is based on the one against 29.010 (mapping between BSSMAP and RANAP) as there are cause values available in GSM. It was clarified that the cause values in 8.20.2 will only be sent if no location data could be sent at all. 

Last paragraph in 8.20.2: the name of the proposed cause should be changed as the CN is not aware of the method. cause value 114 should be appropriate. so no changes in 8.20.2. except mentioning cause value 114 at the end of the but last paragraph.

8.31.3: it was felt by the group that the new proposed cause values would not change UEs behaviour or add any new information. 

Decision: The CR was not agreed, Nokia and NEC will take over the task to check for missing ‘typical cause values’ in RANAP and include cause 114 in 8.20.2

R3-022013 D “Discussion about how to implement GERAN LCS specific changes in RANAP” (Olivier)
Discussion: Chenghock indicated that Solution 3 will be the preferred one. Issue of combined nodes (CN talking to BSCs and RNCs) needs to be checked.

It was clarified that solution 3 would require a completly new EP and corresponding messages.

Olivier would like to have an EP containing both GERAN and UTRAN specificas to give CN capable to serve UTRAN and GERAN nodes use a single EP.

Decision: a new EP serving both UTRAN and GERAN purposes will be created in RANAP. but there is still a need to check whether this can be implemented in a way that stage 2 LCS specs are not affected.
R3-021933 CR497 “Signalling enhancements for GERAN Iu Mode LCS” (Nokia)
Discussion: 

Decision: according to discussion in 2013 an new CR will be drafted following the solution to create a new GERAN LCS EP to support combined CN nodes. This CR will be in R3-022101 which was not yet reviewed by the Iu SWG.

R3-021957 CR503 “New cause value for RAB release” (Lucent)
Discussion: discussion on SA2 reflector (which represents the background of this CR) needs to be reported in the CR cover sheet. current cover sheet is misleading, as CN can work properly without implementing the CR.

Mirror CR for Rel-4 agreed.

Alcatel objects to the CR as they think that the CN behaviour will not be different from receiving the cause ‘due to UTRAN generated reasons’. Sudeep explained that the new cause value is needed to match UE and network states (RRC timer). Alcatel then agreed to the CR as well. 

Decision: approved with modifications. The revisions will be in R3-022097(R3-022098) which were not yet treated in the IuSWG.

R3-021984 CR505 “LCS harmonization between UTRAN and GERAN Iu Mode” (Nokia)
Discussion: Clarified that this CR is the 2nd part of the originally proposed CR.

Decision: approved with the modification that the WI code shall be TEI-5 and the fact that GERAN enhancements apply for UTRAN as well shall be clearly highlighted in the RFC box. revision will be in R3-022067 which technical content was approved as proposed. 

It was indicated that this change could be approved for Rel-4 as well as in stage 2 the introduced changes are already contained in Rel-4. Coversheet should remove the GERAN history. New CR number needed as title should change. The resulting CRs can be found in R3-022099 (R3-022100)

R3-022001 CR506 “GERAN specific impacts on the Iu-cs interface” (Siemens) 

Discussion: to follow RP-020436, the GERAN specifics needs to be put in a separate section. remove the alloction rule.

The new section could name “additional information for combined UTRAN / GERAN system” or so.

It was indicated that TTC/ARIB might be available to check whether RP-020436 is feasible for RANAP.

Decision: revision in R3-022068 which was revised to R3-022119, the last revision was not yet treated by the IuSWG.

Iu-5.4
Rel-5, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

Iu-5.5
Rel-5, SABP (25.419)

Iu-6
Release 6 issues

Iu-7
OUTGOING LSs

R3-022063 LS out “Reply LS to N4-021071 on Request for clarification related to raised questions regarding “Exchange of addresses on Iu-CS using IP Transport Option in Release 5” to CN4 was presented by Sami of Nokia. 

Decision: approved. MCC will update the references to the revision of the corresponding CR R3-022096.

R3-022065  LS out “Clarification on IP “Modify Bearer” Procedure” (to CN4) was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Decision: the LS was approved as proposed.

R3-022066  LS out “Response to Liaison Statement on Support of IPv6 on Iu” (to SA2)

Discussion: This is the result of a drafting session held based on a draft version of the LS.

Decision: approved.

Annex: Iu SWG documents in RAN3#31

	Tdoc_Num
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	R3-021810
	noted
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	LS on SIP Signalling requirements for IMS Release 5 Support (R2-021741)
	RAN WG2
	LSin
	-
	-
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	to R3
	-

	R3-021822
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	Agenda Iu SWG at RAN WG3 no. 31
	Iu chairman
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	-
	-
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	-

	R3-021829
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	Response to Liaison Statement on Support of IPv6 on Iu (S2-022003)
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	3.7.0
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	R99

	R3-021835
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	Iu-2.1
	Inclusion of RANAP message in RNC initiated SCCP Connection Request
	Nortel , Alcatel, Vodafone
	CR
	041
	25.410
	4.4.0
	A
	REL-4

	R3-021836
	approved
	Iu-2.1
	Inclusion of RANAP message in RNC initiated SCCP Connection Request
	Nortel , Alcatel, Vodafone
	CR
	042
	25.410
	5.1.0
	A
	REL-5

	R3-021837
	approved
	Iu-3.3
	Erroneous criticality in DATA VOLUME REPORT REQUEST a.o.
	Ericsson
	CR
	480
	25.413
	4.5.0
	F
	REL-4

	R3-021838
	approved
	Iu-3.3
	Erroneous criticality in DATA VOLUME REPORT REQUEST a.o.
	Ericsson
	CR
	481
	25.413
	5.1.0
	A
	REL-5

	R3-021839
	withdrawn
	Iu-4.1
	Necessary changes for the Iu UP support mode on Iu-cs for the IP transport option
	Siemens
	CR
	039
	25.414
	5.1.0
	F
	REL-5

	R3-021840
	approved
	Iu-2.2
	Guaranteed bit rate in the Iu User Plane
	Alcatel
	CR
	112
	25.415
	3.11.0
	F
	R99

	R3-021841
	approved
	Iu-2.2
	Guaranteed bit rate in the Iu User Plane
	Alcatel
	CR
	113
	25.415
	4.5.0
	A
	REL-4

	R3-021842
	approved
	Iu-2.2
	Guaranteed bit rate in the Iu User Plane
	Alcatel
	CR
	114
	25.415
	5.1.0
	A
	REL-5

	R3-021877
	revised to R3-022054
	Iu-2.3
	Handling of security at relocation
	Nortel
	CR
	482
	25.413
	3.10.0
	F
	R99

	R3-021878
	revised to R3-022055
	Iu-2.3
	Handling of security at relocation
	Nortel
	CR
	483
	25.413
	4.5.0
	A
	REL-4

	R3-021879
	revised to R3-022056
	Iu-2.3
	Handling of security at relocation
	Nortel
	CR
	484
	25.413
	5.1.0
	A
	REL-5

	R3-021883
	e-mail discussion
	Iu-2.3
	Discussion on inconsistency with RRC 
	Nortel
	for Appr
	-
	25.413
	-
	-
	-

	R3-021892
	revised to R3-022069
	Iu-5.3
	CRRM Corrections
	Vodafone
	CR
	488
	25.413
	5.1.0
	F
	REL-5

	R3-021897
	discussion closed
	Iu-5.3
	Referring to the usage of an ALCAP in RANAP
	Siemens
	CR
	489
	25.413
	5.1.0
	F
	REL-5

	R3-021908
	withdrawn
	Iu-2.3
	SRNS relocation with integrity
	Alcatel
	CR
	490
	25.413
	3.10.0
	F
	R99

	R3-021909
	withdrawn
	Iu-2.3
	SRNS relocation with integrity
	Alcatel
	CR
	491
	25.413
	4.5.0
	A
	REL-4

	R3-021910
	withdrawn
	Iu-2.3
	SRNS relocation with integrity
	Alcatel
	CR
	492
	25.413
	5.1.0
	A
	REL-5

	R3-021928
	noted
	Iu-2.3
	Discussion on codec change during relocation
	Nokia
	for Disc
	-
	-
	-
	-
	R99

	R3-021929
	revised to R3-022057
	Iu-2.3
	Codec change during relocation
	Nokia
	CR
	493
	25.413
	3.10.0
	F
	R99

	R3-021930
	revised to R3-022058
	Iu-2.3
	Codec change during relocation
	Nokia
	CR
	494
	25.413
	4.5.0
	A
	REL-4

	R3-021931
	revised to R3-022059
	Iu-2.3
	Codec change during relocation
	Nokia
	CR
	495
	25.413
	5.1.0
	A
	REL-5

	R3-021932
	not agreed
	Iu-5.3
	LCS: new values for Cause IE
	Nokia
	CR
	496
	25.413
	5.1.0
	F
	REL-5

	R3-021933
	not agreed, new CR in R3-022101
	Iu-5.3
	Signalling enhancements for GERAN Iu Mode LCS
	Nokia
	CR
	497
	25.413
	5.1.0
	B
	REL-5

	R3-021942
	e-mail discussion
	Iu-3.3
	Clarification for RANAP
	NEC
	for Disc
	-
	25.413
	4.5.0
	-
	REL-4

	R3-021943
	not approved
	Iu-2.5
	Handling of long SABP message
	NEC
	for Disc
	-
	25.419
	3.9.0
	-
	R99

	R3-021957
	revised to R3-022097 (R3-022098)
	Iu-5.3
	New cause value for RAB release
	Lucent
	CR
	503
	25.413
	5.1.0
	F
	REL-5

	R3-021978
	discussion t.b. continued
	Iu-4.2
	QoS for SIP Signalling RAB
	Nortel
	for Appr
	-
	-
	-
	-
	REL-5

	R3-021979
	noted
	Iu-4.2
	Report of email discussion about LS R3-021810 from S2 on SIP Signalling requirements for IMS Release 5 Support
	Nortel
	Report
	-
	-
	-
	-
	REL-5

	R3-021984
	revised to R3-022067
	Iu-5.3
	LCS harmonization between UTRAN and GERAN Iu Mode.
	Nokia
	CR
	505
	25.413
	5.1.0
	B
	REL-5

	R3-021995
	noted
	4
	LS on Restricting the RANAP cause value to 1..255 (N4-021070)
	CN WG4
	LSin
	-
	-
	-
	to R3
	-

	R3-021996
	reply in     R3-022063
	4
	Reply LS to R3-021620 on Request for clarification related to raised questions regarding “Exchange of addresses on Iu-CS using IP Transport Option in Release 5” (N4-021071)
	CN WG4
	LSin
	-
	-
	-
	to R3
	-

	R3-021997
	reply in     R3-022065
	4
	LS on Lack of IP “Modify Bearer” procedure (N4-021090)
	CN WG4
	LSin
	-
	-
	-
	to R3
	-

	R3-022001
	revised to R3-022068
	Iu-5.3
	GERAN specific impacts on the Iu-cs interface
	Siemens
	CR
	506
	25.413
	5.1.0
	B
	

	R3-022002
	revised to R3-022060
	Iu-2.3
	Correction to RANAP cause value range
	Alcatel
	CR
	507
	25.413
	5.a.o
	F
	

	R3-022003
	revised to R3-022061
	Iu-2.3
	Correction to RANAP cause value range
	Alcatel
	CR
	508
	25.413
	4.5.0
	A
	

	R3-022004
	revised to R3-022062
	Iu-2.3
	Correction to RANAP cause value range
	Alcatel
	CR
	509
	25.413
	5.1.0
	A
	

	R3-022008
	postponed
	Iu-4.2
	IP version specification to avoid complex interworking issues
	Lucent
	CR
	
	25.412
	5.0.0
	F
	ETRAN-iptrans

	R3-022009
	postponed
	Iu-4.2
	IP version specification to avoid complex interworking issues
	Lucent
	CR
	040
	25.414
	5.1.0
	F
	ETRAN-iptrans

	R3-022013
	discussed
	Iu-5.3
	Discussion about how to implement GERAN LCS specific changes in RANAP
	Nokia
	D
	
	
	
	
	

	R3-022015
	agreed
	Iu-4.1
	IP bearer establishment in Rel5 Iu-CS & proposed answers to CN WG4
	Nokia
	D
	
	
	
	
	

	R3-022041
	revision in R3-022064
	Iu-4.1
	Necessary changes for the Iu UP support mode on Iu-cs for the IP transport option
	Siemens
	CR
	039r1
	25.414
	5.1.0
	F
	REL-5

	R3-022054
	revision of R3-021877 revised to R3-022093
	Iu-2.3
	Handling of security at relocation
	Nortel
	CR
	482r1
	25.413
	3.10.0
	F
	R99

	R3-022055
	revision of R3-021878 revised to R3-022094
	Iu-2.3
	Handling of security at relocation
	Nortel
	CR
	483r1
	25.413
	4.5.0
	A
	REL-4

	R3-022056
	revision of R3-021879 revised to R3-022095
	Iu-2.3
	Handling of security at relocation
	Nortel
	CR
	484r1
	25.413
	5.1.0
	A
	REL-5

	R3-022057
	revision of R3-021929 approved
	Iu-2.3
	Codec change during relocation
	Nokia
	CR
	493r1
	25.413
	3.10.0
	F
	R99

	R3-022058
	revision of R3-021930 approved
	Iu-2.3
	Codec change during relocation
	Nokia
	CR
	494r1
	25.413
	4.5.0
	A
	REL-4

	R3-022059
	revision of R3-021931 approved
	Iu-2.3
	Codec change during relocation
	Nokia
	CR
	495r1
	25.413
	5.1.0
	A
	REL-5

	R3-022060
	revision of R3-022002 approved
	Iu-2.3
	Correction to RANAP cause value range
	Alcatel
	CR
	507r1
	25.413
	5.10.0
	F
	

	R3-022061
	revision of R3-022003 approved
	Iu-2.3
	Correction to RANAP cause value range
	Alcatel
	CR
	508r1
	25.413
	4.5.0
	A
	

	R3-022062
	revision of R3-022004 approved
	Iu-2.3
	Correction to RANAP cause value range
	Alcatel
	CR
	509r1
	25.413
	5.1.0
	A
	

	R3-022063
	approved modify reference to R3-022064 
	Iu-7
	“Reply LS to N4-021071 on Request for clarification related to raised questions regarding “Exchange of addresses on Iu-CS using IP Transport Option in Release 5”
	RAN3 (Iu SWG, Nokia)
	LSout
	-
	-
	-
	to CN4
	

	R3-022064
	revision of R3-022041 revised to R3-022096
	Iu-4.1
	Necessary changes for the Iu UP support mode on Iu-cs for the IP transport option
	Nokia
	CR
	039r 2
	25.414
	5.1.0
	F
	REL-5

	R3-022065
	approved
	Iu-7
	Clarification on IP “Modify Bearer” Procedure
	Iu SWG (Nortel)
	LSout
	-
	-
	-
	to CN4
	

	R3-022066
	approved remove “DRAFT”
	Iu-7
	DRAFT - Response to Liaison Statement on Support of IPv6 on Iu
	Iu SWG (Lucent)
	LS out
	
	
	
	to SA2    (cc CN4)
	

	R3-022067
	revision of R3-021984 agreed

revised to R3-022100
	Iu-5.3
	LCS harmonization between UTRAN and GERAN Iu Mode.
	Nokia
	CR
	505r1
	25.413
	5.1.0
	B
	REL-5

	R3-022068
	revission of R3-022001 revised to R3-022119
	Iu-5.3
	GERAN specific impacts on the Iu-cs interface
	Siemens
	CR
	506r1
	25.413
	5.1.0
	B
	

	R3-022069
	revision of R3-021892 approved
	Iu-5.3
	CRRM Corrections
	Vodafone
	CR
	488r1
	25.413
	5.1.0
	F
	REL-5

	R3-022089
	approved with modifications revision ?
	Iu-2.5
	Correction to the ASN.1 Coding: Criticality Information is missing from "Interface Elementary Procedure List
	Vodafone, Nokia
	CR
	104
	25.419
	3.9.0
	F
	R99

	R3-022090
	approved with modifications revision ?
	Iu-2.5
	Correction to the ASN.1 Coding: Criticality Information is missing from "Interface Elementary Procedure List
	Vodafone, Nokia
	CR
	105
	25.419
	4.4.0
	A
	Rel-4

	R3-022091
	approved with modifications revision ?
	Iu-2.5
	Correction to the ASN.1 Coding: Criticality Information is missing from "Interface Elementary Procedure List
	Vodafone, Nokia
	CR
	106
	25.419
	5.1.0
	A
	Rel-5

	R3-022093
	revision of R3-022054 approved
	Iu-2.3
	Handling of security at relocation
	Nortel
	CR
	482r2
	25.413
	3.10.0
	F
	R99

	R3-022094
	revision of R3-022055 not yet treated
	Iu-2.3
	Handling of security at relocation
	Nortel
	CR
	483r2
	25.413
	4.5.0
	A
	Rel-4

	R3-022095
	revision of R3-022056 not yet treated
	Iu-2.3
	Handling of security at relocation
	Nortel
	CR
	484r2
	25.413
	5.1.0
	A
	Rel-5

	R3-022096
	revision of R3-022064 not yet treated
	Iu-4.1
	Necessary changes for the Iu UP support mode on Iu-cs for the IP transport option
	Nokia
	CR
	039r 3
	25.414
	5.1.0
	F
	REL-5

	R3-022097
	revision of R3-021957 not yet treated
	Iu-5.3
	New cause value for RAB release
	Lucent
	CR
	503
	25.413
	5.1.0
	F
	REL-5

	R3-022098
	revision of R3-021957 not yet treated
	Iu-5.3
	New cause value for RAB release
	Lucent
	CR
	503
	25.413
	5.1.0
	F
	REL-5

	R3-022099
	R4 CR to   R3-022067 not yet treated
	Iu-5.3
	LCS alignment with stage 2
	Nokia
	CR
	512
	25.413
	4.5.0
	F
	Rel-4

	R3-022100
	revision of R3-022067 not yet treated
	Iu-5.3
	LCS alignment with stage 2
	Nokia
	CR
	513
	25.413
	5.1.0
	A
	Rel-5

	R3-022101
	not yet treated
	Iu-5.3
	One possible invisible implementation for UTRAN pure systems of GERAN specific LCS change in RANAP
	Nokia
	CR
	514
	25.413
	5.1.0
	B
	LCS-GERAN

	R3-022119
	revision of R3-022068 not yet treated
	Iu-5.3
	GERAN specific impacts on the Iu-cs interface
	Siemens
	CR
	506r2
	25.413
	5.1.0
	B
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